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ENDANGERED  SPECIES  SCIENTIFIC 
AUTHORITY 

[50  CFR  Part  810] 

Exports  of  Appendix  II  Species: 

Bobcat,  Lynx,  River  Otter,  Alaskan 
Brown  Bear,  and  Alaskan  Gray  Wolf — 
Proposed  Export  Findings  for  the 
1979-80  Season 

agency:  Endangered  Species  Scientific 
Authority. 

action:  Proposed  rulemaking. 

summary:  The  Endangered  Species 
Scientific  Authority  (ESSA)  proposes 
findings  on  a  state-by-state  basis  as  to 
whether  commercial  export  of  bobcat, 
lynx,  river  otter  taken  in  1979-80  will  not 
be  detrimental  to  the  survival  of  those 
species;  and,  proposes  findings  for  each 
of  these  species  as  to  whether  such 
export  will  not  be  detrimental  to  the 
survival  of  similar  species  protected  by 
the  Convention  on  International  Trade 
in  Endangered  Species  of  Wild  Fauna 
and  Flora  (CITES).  Both  findings  must 
be  positive  before  export  can  be 
allowed.  Findings  for  export  of  brown 
bear  and  gray  wolf  from  Alaska  are 
proposed  relative  only  to  whether 
export  will  not  be  detrimental  to  other 
populations  of  the  same  species.  These 
findings  are  meant  to  satisfy  ESSA’s 
responsibilities  under  Article  IV. 
paragaph  2  of  the  CITES.  Federal  export 
permits  may  be  issued  only  for  pelts  that 
were  harvested  in  states  for  which 
ESSA  has  found  no  detriment  and 
subject  to  specified  conditions.  The 
ESSA  seeks  public  comment  in  order  to 
base  such  determinations  on  the  best 
available  information. 

DATES:  Comments  are  due  on  or  before 
September  10, 1979. 

ADDRESS:  Comments  should  be 
addressed  to  the  Executive  Secretary, 
Endangered  Species  Scientific 
Authority.  18th  and  C  Streets,  NW, 
Washington.  DC  20240.  Forthcoming 
comments  and  comments  already 
received  will  be  available  for  public 
inspection  at  room  536, 1717  H  Street, 
NW,  Washington,  DC.  7:45  a.m.  to  5:30 
p.m.,  Mondays  through  Fridays  except 
federal  holidays. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMA  I'lON  CONTACT: 
Biological  findings 

Dr.  Peter  C.  Escherich,  Staff  Zoologist, 
Endangered  Species  Scientific 
Authority,  18th  and  C  Streets,  NW, 
Washington,  DC  20240,  202/653-5948. 


Export  permits 

Federal  Wildlife  Permit  Office,  U.S. 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Washington, 
DC  20240,  703/235-1903. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  The 
Convention  on  International  Trade  in 
Endangered  Species  of  Wild  Fauna  and 
Flora  (CITES)  and  its  implementing 
regulations,  50  CFR  Part  23,  control 
international  trade  in  animal  and  plant 
species,  subspecies  or  geographically 
separate  populations  included  in  any  of 
three  CITES  Appendices.  A  list  of 
species  included  in  the  appendices  can 
be  found  at  50  CFR  23.23.  Currently  52 
nations  are  party  to  the  CITES.  The 
CITES  is  implemented  in  each  Party 
country  by  one  or  more  scientific 
authorities  and  one  or  more 
management  authorities.  The  CITES 
appendices  are  distinct  from  the  list  of 
species  issued  under  the  Endangered 
Species  Act  of  1973,  as  amended,  16 
U.S.C.  1531  et  seq.,  50  CFR  17.11. 

All  five  species  discussed  in  this 
notice  are  included  in  Appendix  II. 
According  to  Article  II,  paragraph  2  of 
the  CITES,  Appendix  II  is  to  include: 

(a)  All  species  which  although  not 
necessarily  now  threatened  with 
extinction  may  become  so  unless  trade 
in  specimens  of  such  species  is  subject 
to  strict  regulation  in  order  to  avoid 
utilization  incompatible  with  their 
survival;  and 

(b)  Other  species  which  must  be 
subject  to  regulation  in  order  that  trade 
in  specimens  of  certain  species  referred 
to  in  sub-paragraph  (a)  of  this  paragraph 
may  be  brought  under  effective  control. 

Although  the  CITES  provides  for  the 
inclusion  of  species  in  Appendix  II  for 
two  distinct  purposes.  Parties  proposing 
additions  in  the  past  usually  have  not 
clearly  identified  the  purpose  of  listing 
in  their  original  proposals  or  in  other 
supporting  documents.  At  the  second 
meeting  of  the  Conference  of  the  Parties 
(held  in  San  Jose,  Costa  Rica  in  March 
1979),  the  Parties  recommended  “that 
proposals  for  additions  to  Appendix  II 
should  make  it  clear  whenever  possible 
whether  the  proposal  is  made  under 
Article  II  2(a)  or  Article  II  2(b)  *  *  *” 
(Com.  2.13,  also  see  Com.  2.12).  This 
recommendation  is  intended  to  clarify 
the  responsibility  of  the  Parties’ 
scientific  authorities  in  making  findings 
on  applications  to  export  or  to  import 
specimens  of  species  protected  by  the 
CITES. 

As  discussed  in  our  notice  of  April  30, 
1979  (44  FR  25383),  the  Department  of 
the  Interior,  as  U.S.  Management 
Authority  (MA).  may  grant  an  export 
permit  for  a  specimen  of  an  Appendix  II 
species,  only  after  the  ESSA  has  found 


that  the  export  "will  not  be  detrimental 
to  the  survival  of  that  species"  (Article 
IV  2(a)).  For  specimens  of  species 
included  in  Appendix  II  under  Article  II 
2(a),  because  of  potential  threat  to  their 
own  survival,  we  propose  to  address  the 
potential  effect  of  exports  of  the  listed 
species  itself:  for  species  included  in 
Appendix  II  under  Article  II  2(b),  to 
protect  other  species,  we  propose  to 
address  how  such  exports  may  affect 
the  status  of  the  species  intended  to  be 
protected:  those  associated  species 
included  in  Appendix  II  under  Article  II 
2(a),  or  included  in  Appendix  I. 

In  certain  cases  it  may  be  necessary 
to  include  a  species  in  Appendix  II  both 
because  it  may  become  threatened  with 
extinction  and  because  its  trade  must  be 
regulated  to  effectively  control  trade  in 
other  species  included  because  of 
biological  jeopardy.  In  such  cases  the 
ESSA  proposes  to  make  two  findings  on 
detriment,  one  with  respect  to  Article  II 
2(a)  and  the  other  with  respect  to  Article 
II  2(b):  both  findings  must  be  positive 
before  exports  are  allowed. 

Bobcat,  Lynx,  and  River  Otter 

When  a  species  was  included  in 
Appendix  II  as  part  of  a  higher  taxon 
and  the  purpose  for  listing  is  not  clear, 
the  ESSA,  for  the  present  will  treat  the 
species  as  included  in  Appendix  II 
under  both  Article  II  2(a)  and  Article  11 
2(b).  This  treatment  was  established  in 
ESSA’s  Advance  Notice  of  Proposed 
Rulemaking  published  in  the  April  30, 
1979  Federal  Register  (44  FR  25383).  That 
notice  requests  comment  on  this  policy, 
as  does  ESSA’s  proposed  procedural 
regulations  published  at  44  FR  40598  July 
11, 1979. 

The  above  interpretation  is  consistent 
with  the  purpose  for  listing  higher  taxa. 
For  example,  the  Berne  Criteria  for 
addition  (Conf.  1.1,  5.11. 1976)  state: 
“Genera  should  be  listed  if  some  of  their 
species  are  threatened  and 
identification  of  individual  species 
within  the  genus  is  difficult.  The  same 
should  apply  to  listing  any  smaller  taxa 
within  larger  ones.” 

The  bobcat  [Lynx  rufus]  and  lynx 
[Lynx  canadensis)  were  added  to 
Appendix  II  on  February  4, 1977  as  part 
of  the  Felidae.  The  proposal  to  include 
the  Felidae  in  Appendix  II  was  prepared 
by  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain 
and  Northern  Ireland.  In  this  case  the 
proposal  stated  that  “all  species  must  be 
considered  as  vulnerable"  and  that  all 
“wild  species  not  in  Appendix  I  should 
be  on  Appendix  II,  so  that  the  scale  of 
their  occurrence  in  trade  can  be 
monitored.”  The  river  otter  was  included 
in  Appendix  II  on  February  4, 1977,  as 
part  of  the  Lutrinae,  The  proposal  was 
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prepared  by  Switzerland  and  stated,  in 
part:  ‘‘All  otters  are  heavily  exploited 
for  their  skins  to  the  extent  that  they 
could  become  endangered.  The  skins  of 
different  species  are  difficult  to 
distinguish  from  one  another."  No 
additional  clarification  was  given  as  to 
why  individual  species  of  cats  and 
otters  were  included  in  Appendix  II. 
These  statements  support  the 
interpretation  that  scientific  authority 
findings  on  any  species  of  these  taxa 
should  address  potential  threat  to  their 
own  survival  as  well  as  the  need  to 
control  trade  in  other  species  in  the 
taxa. 

Consequently,  the  ESSA  intends  to 
make  separate  findings  on  detriment 
with  respect  to  Article  II  2(a)  and  Article 
II  2(b)  for  export  of  specimens  of  bobcat, 
lynx,  and  river  otter  harvested  in  1979- 
80.  This  approach  differs  from  the  past 
two  seasons,  when  findings  were  limited 
to  those  conforming  to  listing  under 
Article  II  2(a).  Both  findings  must  be 
positive  before  exports  are  allowed. 

Bears  and  Wolves 

At  the  second  meeting  of  the 
Conference  of  the  Parties,  the  Parties 
agreed  that  the  Alaskan  and  Canadian 
populations  of  brown  bear,  Ursus 
arctos,  and  wolf.  Cam’s  lupus,  were  to 
be  treated  as  being  included  in 
Appendix  II  under  Article  II  2(b).  After 
these  agreements  become  effective  on 
June  28,  the  ESSA  will  limit  its  review  of 
export  applications  for  Alaskan  brown 
bear  and  gray  wolf  to  the  preparation  of 
findings  made  with  respect  to  Article  II 
2(b).  When  reviewing  proposals  to 
export  these  Alaskan  specimens,  the 
ESSA  will  only  consider  and  will  only 
make  a  finding  on  the  probable  impact 
that  export  of  specimens  from  Alaska 
will  have  on  the  status  of  other 
populations  of  the  same  species. 

Environmental  Assessment 

No  Significant  Impact 

The  ESSA  has  determined  that  the 
findings  proposed  below  in  this  notice 
for  bobcat,  lynx,  river  otter,  Alaskan 
brov/n  bear,  and  Alaskan  gray  wolf 
taken  in  1979-80  are  not  major  Federal 
actions  that  would  significantly  affect 
the  quality  of  the  human  environment 
within  the  meansing  of  section  102(2)(c) 
of  the  National  Environmental  Policy 
Act  of  1969.  Accordingly,  an 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  this 
proposal  will  not  be  prepared. 

Alternative  Extremes 

The  ESSA  potentially  could  adopt 
findings  allowing  export  of  bobcat,  lynx, 
river  otter.  Alaskan  brown  bear,  and 


Alaskan  gray  wolf  hides  without  any 
conditions  imposed  by  the  ESSA,  or 
standards  and  conditions  resulting  in 
essentially  no  export.  In  our  view, 
neither  of  these  two  extremes  would 
constitute  a  major  Federal  action 
significantly  affecting  the  quality  of  the 
human  environment;  consequently,  the 
proposed  intermediate  standards, 
conditions  and  findings,  and  any  similar 
final  actions,  would  not  have  such  an 
effect.  For  the  bobcat,  lynx,  and  river 
otter,  the  rationale  for  this  analysis  for 
findings  under  Article  II  2(a)  was 
discussed  in  the  1978  proposed  finding 
published  in  the  July  7  Federal  Register 
(43  FR  29469). 

Status 

Information  outlining  the  distribution, 
population  estimates  and  trends,  and 
reproduction  of  the  bobcat,  lynx,  and 
river  otter  is  reviewed  in  the  same 
Federal  Register  notice,  43  FR  29469, 
under  "Ecology”,  Data  on  the  status  of 
Alaskan  brown  bear  and  Alaskan  gray 
wolf  are  summarized  in  the  ESSA’s 
general  findings  concerning  exports  of 
these  species,  communicated  to  the  U.S. 
Management  Authority  on  December  1, 
1978,  and  available  for  public  inspection 
at  room  536, 1717  H  Street,  NW., 
Washington,  DC,  7:45  a.m.  to  5:30  p.m., 
Mondays  through  Fridays  except 
Federal  holidays. 

Domestic  and  International  Demand 

Apparently  most  bobcat,  lynx,  and 
river  otter  pelts  harvested  in  the  United 
States  are  exported.  For  bobcat,  in 
particular,  there  may  be  substantial 
domestic  use,  particularly  in  the  South 
where  pelts  are  less  valuable.  Informal 
estimates  place  exports  at  80  to  90  ^ 

percent  for  bobcat  and  lynx.  95  percent 
or  more  for  river  otter.  The  data  for 
Alaskan  brown  bears  and  Alaskan  gray 
wolves  are  insufficient  to  distinguish 
between  domestic  and  international 
demand.  However,  about  58%  of  the 
brown  bears  taken  in  Alaska  are  shot  by 
non-resident  hunters,  and  many  of  these 
are  foreign  hunters  seeking  trophies 
(about  10%  of  the  total  take).  Since  1971, 
the  reported  harvest  for  wolves  has 
been  relatively  constant,  averaging  1,130 
per  year,  with  a  range  from  970  to  1,335. 
Most  animals  are  taken  for  fur.  both  for 
personal  use  and  for  sale.  A  small 
number  are  also  shot  by  trophy  hunters, 
mostly  incidental  to  hunting  for  larger 
game. 

Consequences  of  No  Export 

With  respect  to  findings  under  Article 
II  2(a),  the  consequences  of  no  export  of 
bobcat,  lynx  and  river  otter  are 
discussed  in  last  year’s  proposed 


rulemaking  (43  FR  29469),  This 
discussion  may  be  summarized  as 
follows: 

1)  Effective  prohibition  of  export 
probably  would  reduce  harvest  of  these 
species,  particularly  bobcat  and  lynx. 

2)  Pelt  price  may  drop,  depending  on 
the  demands  of  the  domestic  market. 

3)  To  some  extent,  a  decrease  in 
harvest  would  result  in  increased 
populations  of  these  species.  This  is  less 
certain  for  Alaskan  lynx  populations 
which  are  known  to  have  a  cyclic 
population,  and  river  otter  for  which 
there  is  little  evidence  of  current 
population  stress  from  harvest. 

4)  The  environmental  impacts  of  no 
export  cannot  be  described  with  any 
confidence.  While  a  decrease  in  harvest 
may  result  in  some  increase  in 
abundance  of  these  species,  the  effect 
on  other  species  is  uncertain.  The  ESSA 
has  received  no  evidence  that 
unexploited  densities  of  these  species 
would  lead  to  a  significant  increase  in 
the  frequency  of  rabies  or  other  disease. 
To  some  extent,  increases  may  occur  in 
bobcat  depredation  on  domesticated 
animals,  but  the  overall  magnitude  of 
this  depredation  probably  would  be 
minor. 

In  addition,  it  has  been  argued  that 
export  restrictions  may  reduce 
incentives  for  state  and  federal 
conservation  programs  of  these  species. 
This  particularly  may  be  true  for  the 
bobcat.  Many  recent  state  efforts  to 
monitor  and  manage  this  species’ 
harvest  and  to  better  establish  its 
biological  status  may  be  attributed  to 
federal  controls  on  export. 

With  respect  to  findings  under  Article 
II  2(b),  not  approving  export  of  these 
five  species  might  benefit  other  species 
of  cats  and  otters,  and  other  populations 
of  brown  bear  and  gray  wolf  protected 
by  the  CITES.  Not  approving  export 
would  reduce  the  volume  of  specimens 
in  international  trade.  The  volume  of 
these  specimens  in  international  trade  is 
large,  particularly  the  volume  of  bobcat, 
lynx,  and  river  otter,  and  no  export  may 
make  available  more  resources  for 
controlling  trade  in  specimens  of  other 
species  of  cats  and  otters,  and  other 
populations  of  brown  bear  and  gray 
wolf.  In  addition,  it  is  possible  that  not 
approving  export  might  help  alleviate 
harvest  pressure  on  other  protected 
species  and  populations — both  by 
reducing  the  opportunities  for  illegally 
traded  pelts  to  be  traded  as  legally 
obtained  bobcat,  lynx,  river  otter, 
Alaskan  brown  bear,  and  Alaskan  gray 
wolf,  and  by  precluding  any  stimulus 
such  trade  may  have  on  the  overall 
market  for  protected  taxa.  On  the  other 
hand,  the  ESSA  has  little  information  on 
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possible  incentives  to  trade  specimens 
of  other  species  or  populations  as 
specimens  of  bobcat,  lynx,  river  otter, 
Alaskan  brown  bear  or  Alaskan  gray 
wolf:  and,  not  approving  export  might 
increase  harvest  pressure  on  other 
protected  species  or  populations.  It  is 
uncertain  to  what  extent  any  of  these 
consequences  might  occur. 

Consequences  of  Export  Without 
Restriction  by  the  ESSA 

With  respect  to  findings  under  Article 
II  2(a),  the  consequences  of  unrestricted 
export  of  bobcat,  lynx  and  river  otter 
also  are  discussed  in  last  year's 
proposed  rulemaking  (43  FR  24669), 
Unrestricted  export  may  result  in  the 
over  harvest  or  extirpation  of  certain 
populations  of  these  species.  On  the 
other  hand,  because  of  state  harvest 
controls  and  domestic  federal  controls 
under  the  Lacey  Act,  there  are  certain 
assurances  independent  of  the  CITES 
that  harvest  will  not  be  detrimental. 
Annual  ESSA  review  of  the  biology  and 
management  of  the  three  species 
reinforces  these  controls. 

Commercial  export  of  bobcat,  lynx, 
river  otter,  may  in  some  respects  be 
better  for  these  species  than  an  export 
prohibition  (see  last  year’s  proposed 
rulemaking  (43  FR  29469)).  Given  the 
higher  price  for  pelts  in  foreign  markets, 
permitting  export  increases  the 
economic  value  of  these  species  in  the 
United  States.  This  increased  value 
provides  incentives  for  better  state  and 
federal  management  programs.  In  some 
states  increased  trapping  activity 
contributes  additional  funds  to 
management  programs  through  the  sale 
of  licenses.  In  addition,  increased  value 
may  generate  public  support  for  sound 
management  programs. 

A  potential  negative  impact  of 
allowing  export  without  restriction  is  the 
effect  that  international  commerce  in 
pelts  of  bobcat,  lynx,  river  otter, 

Alaskan  brown  bear,  and  Alaskan  gray 
wolf  may  have  on  other  species  and 
populations  protected  by  the  CITES.  The 
effect,  if  any,  is  essentially  unknown  at 
this  time.  ESSA  findings  in  favor  of 
unrestricted  exports  of  these  species 
from  the  United  States  may  result  in  the 
introduction  of  a  larger  volume  of  pelts 
in  international  trade,  and  may  result  in 
less  rigorous  documentation  of  these 
pelts.  Both  of  these  factors  may  dilute 
efforts  to  effectively  control  trade  in 
specimens  of  related  species,  or 
populations.  The  ESSA  knows  of  no 
market  incentives  that  would  lead  to 
extensive  promotion  of  specimens  of 
other  protected  species  and  populations 
as  specimens  of  legally  obtained  bobcat, 
lynx,  river  otter,  Alaskan  brown  bear,  or 


Alaskan  gray  wolf;  however,  specimens 
of  these  species  can  be  confused  with 
specimens  of  other  species  or 
populations.  For  example,  river  otter 
pelts  are  difficult  to  distinguish  from  the 
pelts  of  some  other  otters. 

Consequently,  enforcing  trade 
restrictions  for  other  cats,  otters,  bears 
and  wolves  is  made  more  difficult  if 
export  of  these  species  is  permitted 
without  certain  specific  conditions.  For 
this  reason,  in  part,  we  are  proposing 
conditions  requiring  tagging  of  pelts  of 
these  specimens  to  help  ensure  they  are 
not  confused  with  specimens  of  other 
protected  species  or  populations.  Even  if 
these  conditions  were  not  imposed, 
however,  the  implications  of  allowing  or 
disallowing  exports  of  these  five  species 
are  so  uncertain  that  we  do  not  believe 
choosing  one  course  or  the  other 
requires  a  step  great  enough  to  amount 
to  a  major  federal  action  significantly 
affecting  the  quality  of  the  human 
environment. 

Guidelines  for  ESSA  Findings  on  Export" 
Article  112(a) 

For  the  bobcat,  lynx,  and  river  otter, 
the  ESSA  published  guidelines  in  the 
April  10, 1978,  Federal  Register  (43  FR 
15097),  and  further  amplified  and 
discussed  these  guidelines  on  July  7, 

1978  (43  FR  29469).  These  guidelines 
were  originally  developed  for  the  1978- 
79  season,  but  are  considered  equally 
applicable  to  the  1979-80  season  (see  44 
FR  25383,  April  30, 1979). 

These  guidelines  depend  on  analysis 
of  both  biological  information  and  the 
management  program  adopted  by  the 
states.  A  Working  Group  on  these 
species  recommended  minimum 
requirements  for  these  (see  43  FR  11081, 
March  16, 1978): 

Minimum  Requirements  for  Biolo^cal 
Information 

1.  Population  trend  information  *  *  * 
the  method  of  determination  to  be  a 
matter  of  state  choice. 

2.  Information  on  total  harvest  of  the 
species. 

3.  Information  on  distribution  of 
harvest. 

4.  Habitat  evaluation. 

Minimum  Requirements  for  a 
Management  Program 

1.  There  should  be  a  controlled 
harvest  *  *  *  methods  and  seasons  to  be 
a  matter  of  state  choice. 

2.  All  pelts  should  be  registered  and 
marked. 

3.  Harvest  level  objective  should  be 
determined  annually. 


As  in  previous  years,  not  all  states 
meet  every  one  of  the  requirements, 
which  were  considered  as  minimums  by 
the  Working  Group.  The  ESSA  has 
approved  export  in  the  past  from  states 
when  it  was  considered  that  other 
information  might  provide  a  reasonable 
basis  for  a  finding  of  no  detriment.  This 
was  done  with  the  understanding  that 
early  stages  of  research  and  progress 
toward  improved  management  might  be 
inhibited  or  made  more  difficult  were  no 
export  allowed  at  all.  The  progress  in 
both  these  areas  over  the  past  two  years 
has  been  encouraging,  and  we  wish  to 
recognize  the  efforts  made  by  the  states. 
Many  of  these  chnges  are  recorded  in 
our  tables  of  findings  for  last  year  and  in 
the  present  proposal.  There  remains 
only  one  state.  New  Mexico,  in  which 
the  wildlife  department  has  not  been 
granted  regulatory  authority  over  the 
bobcat,  although  the  species  was  either 
unregulated  or  bountied  in  a  large 
proportion  of  the  states  only  a  few  years 
ago. 

On  the  other  hand,  in  spite  of  this 
progress,  there  are  still  a  small  number 
of  states,  such  as  Oregon,  Arizona,  and 
Georgia,  which  have  provided  little 
evidence  that  much  is  being  done  to 
assess  objectively  the  impact  of 
relatively  large  harvests  and  export.  It  is 
difficult  for  the  ESSA  to  find  that  export 
from  these  states  is  not  detrimental  to 
those  populations  without  more 
evidence  of  current  population 
assessment,  even  though  there  may  be 
general  suggestions  or  large  populations 
in  those  states.  Another  serious  problem 
occurs,  as  in  North  Carolina,  when  no 
reliable  system  has  been  developed  to 
restrict  issuance  of  tags  to  pelts  legally 
taken  in  the  state.  When  pelt  tags  are 
made  freely  available,  whether  by  mail 
or  issuance  to  dealers,  and  there  is  no 
check  on  whether  animals  were  taken  in 
the  state  where  the  tags  are  issued,  such 
issuance  may  be  detrimental  to 
populations  in  nearby  states  both 
because  it  takes  away  from  those  states 
information  which  may  be  necessary  to 
sound  management  and  because  it  may 
encourage  the  taking  of  animals  at  times 
or  places  where  prohibited.  It  also  raises 
serious  questions  over  the  issuing  state’s 
ability  to  assess  accurtely  its  own 
harvest. 

The  ESSA  may  be  unable  to  make  a 
finding  of  no  detriment  for  those  states 
without  adequate  control  of  tag  issuance 
or  for  those  states  where  there  is  little 
evidence  of  attempts  to  assess  current 
population  status,  in  spite  of 
improvement  in  other  areas.  For  the 
former  problem,  we  will  rely  upon  the 
Mangement  Authority  to  work  out  a 
satisfactory  program  with  these  states 
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and  to  inform  us  of  the  results  before 
these  findings  are  finalized.  In  the  latter 
case,  we  are  hopeful  that  the  states 
involved  may  have  additional  internal 
assessments  or  plans  for  these  which 
have  simply  not  been  transmitted  to  the 
ESSA. 

Application  of  these  guidelines  to 
brown  bear  and  gray  wolf  from  Alaska 
is  not  discussed  because  these 
populations  are  considered  to  have  been 
included  in  Appendix  II  under  Article  II 
2(b)  only  (see  44  FR  25480,  May  1, 1979, 
and  44  FR  9689,  February  14, 1979),  and 
thus  only  a  finding  relative  to  that 
article  is  required  of  the  ESSA. 

Article  112(b) 

Findings  under  Article  II  2(b)  address 
the  question  of  potential  detriment  to 
other  associated  species.  As  described 
in  more  detail  in  the  April  30, 1979, 
Fedeal  Register  (44  FR  25383),  two  major 
concerns  must  be  satisfied:  (1)  that 
specimens  of  the  exported  species  must 
be  sufficiently  distinguishable  from 
specimens  of  the  similar  species 
protected  by  the  CITES  to  prevent  a 
detrimental  confusion  in  trade,  and  (2) 
that  trade  in  the  species  concerned  does 
not  stimulate  trade  in  similar  protected 
species  which  would  be  detrimental  to 
those  species.  Because  the  CITES 
defines  “species”  to  include  "any 
species,  subspecies,  or  geographically 
seprate  population  thereof  (Article 
1(a)),  important  units  to  consider  are 
other  populations  or  subspecies  of  the 
species  under  consideration  as  well  as 
related  species  which  are  particularly 
difficult  to  distinguish.  Each  of  the  five 
species  under  consideration  here  has 
similar  relatives  in  one  or  both  of  these 
categories  which  are  included  in  the 
appendices,  and  which  are  the  basis  for 
the  inclusion  of  the  present  species 
under  Article  II  2(b). 

ESSA  Proposed  Findings  Under  Article 
II  2(a) 

As  discussed  above,  findings  under 
Article  II  2(a)  are  required  for  bobcat, 
lynx,  and  river  otter.  Recent  information 
received  for  bobcat  and  river  otter  is 
summarized  by  state  in  the  tables 
below,  along  with  prposed  findings  and 
conditions  under  Article  II  2(a). 
Information,  findings,  and  conditions  for 
lynx  are  summarized  after  the  tables,  for 
the  five  states  with  open  seasons  for 
that  species.  No  findings  are  included 
here  for  brown  bear  and  wolf  from 
Alaska  because  of  the  agreement  by  the 
parties  that  only  findings  under  Article 
II  2(b)  are  required.  Data  for  prior  years 
been  summarized  for  the  first  three 
species  in  the  Federal  Register  and  will 
not  be  repeated  here:  August  30, 1977  (42 


FR  43729),  March  16, 1978  (43  FR  11081), 
July  7, 1978  (43  FR  29469),  August  7, 1978 
(43  FR  35013),  August  16, 1978  (43  FR 
36293),  and  September  1, 1978  (43  FR 
39305).  These  notice  should  be  consulted 
for  background  data  relevant  to  the 
current  proposed  findings. 

Approval  of  export  by  the  ESSA  in 
this  section  is  not  the  only  condition 
necessary  for  export.  In  the  following 
section,  findings  are  proposed  relative  to 
Article  II  2(b)  for  each  of  the  five 
species.  For  export,  those  findings  must 
also  be  positive  and  any  conditions  met. 
In  addition,  an  export  permit  must  be 
obtained  from  the  Federal  Wildlife 
Permit  Office  (address  above). 

Descriptions  of  the  table  categories 
follow,  along  with  explanations  of 
abbreviations  used. 

Harvest  Level  Objective  for  1979-80 

As  recommended  by  the  Working 
Group,  it  is  desirable  to  define  a 
permissable,  desirable,  or  projected 
level  of  harvest  prior  to  setting 
regulations  or  controls  on  that  harvest. 
Setting  such  an  objective  serves  two 
functions:  It  clarifies  the  intent  of  those 
controls,  which  can  aid  in  making 
decisions  on  the  nature  and  level  of 
controls  to  use,  and  it  provides  a 
standard  by  which  the  effect  of  those 
controls  can  later  be  measured.  We  cite 
here  objectives  which  have  been  defined 
to  us  by  the  individual  states.  These  are 
not  quotas  or  limits,  although  certain 
states  may  have  treated  them  as  such,  in 
various  forms,  in  their  own  regulations 
(e.g.  California  and  Massachusetts  for 
bobcats).  Where  agencies  have  given  us 
a  number  it  is  included  here;  qualitative 
objectives  are  indicated  here  by 
abbreviations: 

M  =  Maintain:  The  state  intends  to 
maintain  a  harvest  approximately  equal  to 
that  in  the  previous  season  or  to  that  in 
several  recent  seasons. 

D  =  Decrease:  The  state  intends  to 
decrease  harvest. 

1  =  Increase:  The  state  intends  to  increase 
harvest. 

NS  =  None  specified:  The  state  has  not 
identified  to  the  ESSA  a  harvest  level 
objective  for  1979-80. 

P  =  Totally  protected:  There  is  no  open 
season  for  1979-80.  The  species  may  be 
included  in  a  state  list  of  endangered  wildlife, 
or  there  may  be  a  temporary  moratorium. 

X  =  Not  present:  The  species  may  never 
have  occurred  there,  or  may  have  been 
extirpated  in  historical  times. 

Reported  Harvest,  1978-79 

The  state’s  reported  harvest  for  the 
1978-1979  trapping  season.  In  certain 
cases  (see  abbreviations  below),  more 
than  one  reporting  system  was  used, 
and  the  differing  reports  are  given  with 


appropriate  designations.  Problems  of 
comparing  harvest  reports  made  by 
different  systems  are  discussed  in  the 
March  16, 1978,  notice  (43  FR  11081): 

NC  =  Not  compiled:  State  has  not  finished 
collection  of  harvest  data.  In  most  cases  this 
is  in  progress,  and  the  ESSA  anticipates 
receiving  these  data  soon. 

TR  =  Trapper  report:  Mandatory  report  by 
trapper  of  each  kill.  In  most  cases  this 
includes  tagging  of  the  pelt  by  a  state  ofricial. 
This  is  generally  considered  the  most  reliable 
measure  of  harvest. 

HR  =  Hunter  report:  Mandatory  report  by 
hunter  (as  for  trapper).  < 

DR = Dealer  report:  Mandatory  report  by 
fur  dealers  in  state  of  all  furs  bought  and 
sold.  Such  reports  may  be  misleading  when 
no  distinction  is  made  for  skins  originating  in 
one  state  and  sold  in  another.  Multiple  sales 
of  the  same  pelt  can  also  reduce  accuracy  of 
this  method. 

TS= Trapper  survey:  HS= Hunter  survey; 
DS= Dealer  survey:  Voluntary  survey  or 
reports  from  a  sample  of  trappers,  hunters,  or 
fur  dealers.  Results  of  these  are  commonly 
extrapolated,  with  a  wide  range  of  reliability, 
depending  on  attention  to  statistical 
limitations. 

ADC = Animal  damage  control:  Report  of 
predator  control  operations. 

VT= Voluntary  tag:  State  provides  tags,  but 
does  not  require  their  application  to  all  pelts 
taken.  Because  such  tags  are  required  for 
identification  of  legally  taken  and  approved 
pelts  on  export,  pelts  bearing  such  tags 
apparently  receive  higher  prices,  producing 
an  incentive  for  tagging.  (See  also  tagging 
column.) 

Tagging 

The  Working  Group  recommended 
that  all  pelts  “be  registered  and 
marked.”  The  ESSA  and  the  MA  have 
required  as  a  condition  of  export  that  all 
pelts  be  clearly  identified  as  to  state  of 
origin  and  season  of  taking.  These 
recommendations  and  conditions  have 
generally  been  met  through  the 
application  of  state  supplied  tags  to 
pelts.  State  requirements  and 
mechanisms  for  tagging  vary  widely 
and,  as  described  above,  may  have 
effects  on  the  state’s  own  ability  to 
gather  data,  on  programs  in  nearby 
states,  as  well  as  on  the  degree  to  which 
tags  may  identify  legally  taken  hides 
from  the  indicated  states. 

Abbreviations,  as  follows,  are  used  to 
summarize  the  states’  tagging  programs. 
Dates  following  an  abbreviation 
indicate,  where  known,  the  first  year 
that  program  was  applied: 

MTA= Mandatory  tag,  applied  by  agent: 

All  animals  of  that  species  taken  or 
possessed  must  be  tagged;  a  state  agent 
applies  the  tag. 

MSA= Mandatory  tag  for  sale  or  transport 
of  pelt,  applied  by  agent:  Only  pelts  to  be 
sold  or  to  enter  interstate  commerce  must  be 
tagged;  a  state  agent  applies  tag.  In  some 
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cases,  there  may  be  a  substantial  kill  not 
falling  in  these  categories  which  is  not 
included  in  such  tagging. 

VTA = Voluntary  tag.  applied  by  agent: 

Tags  are  applied  by  state  agents,  but  are  not 
required  by  the  state  for  any  particular 
category  of  pelt. 

MTT= Mandatory  tag  for  taking  or 
possession,  but  issued  to  trapper,  hunter,  or 
dealer; 

MST= Mandatory  tag  for  taking  or  for 
sale  or  transport,  but  issued  to  trapper, 
hunter  or  dealer; 

VTT=  Voluntary  tag.  issued  to  trapper, 
hunter,  or  dealer:  In  these  cases  the  state  may 
have  less  control  over  which  pelts  are 
actually  tagged. 

NR=No  return  requirement:  Where  state 
issues  tag  to  trapper,  hunter,  or  dealer,  there 
may  be  no  requirement  for  return  of  unused 
tags  or  for  accounting  for  those  tags  used. 

Local  Data  and  Management 

The  Working  Group  recommended 
that  there  be  “information  on 
distribution  of  harvest.”  In  addition,  the 
ESSA  is  required  to  consider  in  its 
finding  the  “species  throughout  its  range 
*  *  and  the  CITES  defines  species  to 
include  subspecies  and  populations.  Not 
all  situations  may  require  data  on 
management  more  detailed  than  on  a 
statewide  level,  especially  in  small 
states  with  little  diversity  in  natural 
habitat.  On  the  other  hand,  large  states, 
especially  those  with  considerable 
variety  of  habitat  and  uneven 
distribution  of  harvest  effort,  may  find  it 
essential  to  gather  data  in  local  units 
and  to  have  different  regulations  for 
different  parts  of  the  state.  These  are 
indicated  by  the  abbreviations  below: 

LH  =  Local  harvest  data:  Harvest  data  is 
available  by  county  or  game  management 
unit. 

LR  =  Local  research:  Intensive  research 
projects  are  being  carried  out  in  two  or  more 
diverse  sites  within  the  state,  provideing  data 
which  may  be  useful  in  differential 
management  of  local  populations. 

LS= Local  surveys:  Qualitative  surveys  of 
abundance  have  been  carried  out  which 
suggest  abundance  by  county  or  game 
management  unit. 

LM= Local  management:  Regulations  or 
other  measures  which  may  affect  local 
abundance  or  harvest  are  set  differently  for 
different  areas  within  the  state. 

Recent  Management  Changes  and  Other 
Comments 

Continued  improvement  in 
management  regimes  and  research 
programs  can  have  an  important  bearing 
on  whether  the  ESSA  can  find  that 
export  will  not  be  detrimental. 

Findings  and  Conditions  Proposed 
Under  Article  112(a)  for  the  1979-80 
Season. 


The  ESSA’s  proposed  findings  under 
Article  Il2(a]  for  pelts  harvested  during 
the  coming  fur  season  are  given  here. 
Final  ESSA  findings  in  favor  of  export  of 
bobcat,  lynx  and  river  otter  pelts  require 
a  positive  finding  both  under  Article 
112(a)  and  Article  112(b). 

These  are  proposed  findings,  and  the 
ESSA  anticipates  changes  as  further 
information  is  received.  Publication  of 
final  findings  is  planned  for  about 
September  14.  The  proposed  findings 
and  conditions  are  abbreviated  as 
follows: 

A=Approved:  The  ESSA  proposes  to  find 
that  export  of  specimens  of  this  species  will 
not  be  detrimental  to  its  survival.  The  ESSA 
considers  that  expected  harvest  under  the 
state's  planned  management  regime  will  not 
be  detrimental  to  the  survival  of  the  species 
in  that  state.  As  a  condition  to  this  finding,  all 
pelts  must  be  clearly  identified  as  to  state  of 
origin  and  season  of  taking.  The  purpose  of 
this  condition  is  to  provide  a  record  of  the 
harvest  and  to  facilitate  research  efforts. 

Q.  ###= Quota:  Exports  from  this  state 
are  approved  for  pelts  taken  during  the  1979- 
1960  season,  on  the  condition  that  exports  are 
limited  to  the  specified  quota,  and  pelts  are 
clearly  identified  to  state  and  season. 

NEA=No  export  approved:  Explanation 
given  in  “comments"  for  the  state. 

NDR=No  data  received;  IDR  =  Incomplete 
data  received;  no  export  approved:  The  ESSA 
does  not  have  sufficient  information  to 
support  a  finding  of  no  detriment.  Data  from 
the  1978-79  season  and  current  management 
plans  were  not  received  by  the  ESSA  in  time 
for  inclusion  here,  or  are  not  complete. 
Proposed  findings  will  be  reconsidered  if 
such  data  are  received  during  the  comment 
period.  In  most  cases,  these  data  are 
currently  being  prepared  by  state  officials, 
and  the  ESSA  expects  to  receive  these  soon. 

P= Protected,  or  X=Not  Present;  no  export 
approved:  As  in  harvest  objective  column.  A 
finding  in  favor  of  export  for  the  1979-1980 
season  would  be  inconsistent  with  current 
state  conditions. 
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STATE 

HARVEST 

OBJtCTIVES 

REPORTED  HARVEST 

1978  -  1979 

TAGGING 

LOCAL  DATA 
&MGMT. 

RECENT  CHANGES  AM)  (WCNTS 

FirCINGS  s 
OOM}ITIOf6  urxier 

1979  -  1980 

Muber 

How 

Reported 

Article  II  2(a) 
for  '79  -  '80 

AlabdTB 

NS 

1631 

NC 

VT 

TK 

VTA' 78 

m 

Major  stucly  recently  ccnpleted.  Sunnary  only 
available  to  date. 

IDR 

Alaska 

X 

X 

Arizona 

NS 

MU 

Arkansas 

3500  max 

NC 

TR,H1, 

OR 

VTA' 77 
MrA'78 

w 

'79  -  '80  season  reduced  ten  d^.  Fur  takers 
permits  to  be  required.  Dealer  report  mandatory. 
Managanent  goal:  "Harvest  approx.  10%.. .and/or  to 
maintain  a  desired  age  structure."  Age  structure 
data  being  collected. 

IDR 

California 

15,000 

12,566 

■  TS,ADC 

MSA'77 

MTA'78 

lil,LR 

'79  -'80:  Season  reduced  ty  one  month,  or  to  be 
closed  when  6,000  export  tags  are  sold  (state  itqposed 
quota).  All  pelts  held  irust  be  tagged  and  data 
and  specii  ens  turned  in.  Field  research  in  progress 
in  several  areas  of  state.  Estimate  only  1%  of 
animals  killed  are  pelted.  Harvest  per  successful 
trapper  relatively  constant. 

A 

Colorado 

3-4,000,M 

NC 

1R,DR, 

TS,HS 

MTA'78 

LH,LS 

Age  structure  analysis  in  proy«s.  Current  status 
evaluated  anmally  based  on  coiparison  of  prqy 
abundance,  harvest  success  rates,  and  habitat 
suitability  by  managanent  units. 

IDR 

Connecticut 

P 

P 

DelaMare 

P 

P 

Florida 

NS 

1696 

TR,H1 

MST'78 

LS 

Research  started  on  population  assessment, 
reproduction,  and  habitat.  Insufficient  data 
available  for  setting  harvest  objective.  '79: 

Tagging  and  dealer  report  roquiranents  strengthened. 

Tags  required  for  interstate  shipnent.  Season  reduced 
fron  year-round  to  three  months. 

A 

Georgia 

rc 

MIR 

Idaho 

NS 

1320 

VT 

\rrA'78 

LH,LS 

Research  in  progress,  including  age  structure.  '79 
-'80  season  and  regulations  to  be  set  in  August  vhen 
more  <bta  available. 

ICR 

Illinois 

P 

P 

Indiana 

P 

F 

leva 

P 

P 

Kansas 

2,000 

822 

1,166 

4539 

949 

TR 

TS 

16 

DR 

r6A'78 

'79  regulations  not  finalized. 

IDR 
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hsrvest  reported  hwvest 

TAQOING 

LOCAL  DATA 

RECENT  OiANGES  ATC  OOrttNTS 

FINDINGS  i 

STATE 

OBJECTIVES 
1979  -  1980 

1978 

Miiber 

-  1979 

How 

Reportied 

&MGMr. 

CONDITIONS  under 
Article  II  2(a) 
for  '79  -  '80 

Kentucky 

P 

P 

Louisiana 

NS 

5,672 

5,164 

DR 

VT 

vrr'78 

Age  structure  and  reproductive  (fata  being  analyzed 
Telemetry  studies  in  progress.  Scent  post  survqy 
procedures  being  test^;  started  *78. 

A 

Maine 

317  (lax. 

280 

IR 

MrA*76 

LH,LS,U4 

Species  plan  updated  regularly.  Provision  for  closing 
local  or  statewide  seasons  early  if  allowable  harvests 
exceeded. 

A 

Tteryland 

P 

Surv^  in  progress. 

P 

Massachusetts 

NS 

rcR 

Michigan 

3S0450 

386 

1R,H1 

MrA76 

m,iii 

Status  review,  including  age  structure  analysis,  in 
prog^s.  Trapping  license  sales  stable.  Ccyote 
bounty  to  be  eliminated  1980  —  expected  bo  dKrease 
bobcat  take. 

A 

Minnesota 

300 

309 

TR,m 

MrA’78 

LH 

Scent  post  and  radio  tracking  studies  in  progress. 

Prey  ard  bobcat  population  considared  increasing. 

A 

Mississippi 

re 

fCR 

Missouri 

p 

P 

Montana 

1250 

1126 

lR,m 

MrA'77 

m 

Age  structure  data  being  analyzed.  Detailed 
research  to  start  '79-80. 

A 

Nebraska 

100-200 

106 

TR,m 

MTA'TS 

VTA‘77 

Ui 

Carcasses  being  collected,  analyzed  for  reproduction 
and  age  structure.  Trapper  survey  in  prog«s. 

A 

Nevada 

M 

4,638 

TR,H1 

MrA'78 

LH,LS 

Harvest  data,  including  effort,  analyzed  ty 

A 

couTty  and  mountain  range.  Local  age  structure  analysis 
in  progress  on  over  4,000  animals  harvested.  Tagging 
requires  tum-in  of  lower  jaw.  May  provide  for 
differential  local  nanagement  if  indicated  by 
age  analysis  and  local  surveys.  Statewide  trap-days  per 
animal  has  decreased  and  catch  per  trapper  increas^  since 
1977-7a 


New  Hanpshire 

P 

P 

New  Jersey 

P 

P 

New  ffexico 

NS 

ICR 

New  York 

Mor  I 

159 

TR,iR 

MTr'77 

LH,LM  Increased  apparent  harvest  anticipated  due  to  g^ter 

familiarity  and  corpliance  with  tagging  requiranent. 

(Actual  harvest  exp^ed  to  remain  similar  to  previous.) 

Over  201  of  take  not  by  hunters  or  trappers.  Age  structure 
suggests  long  survival. 

A 
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BOBCAT 


HARVEST 

REPORTED  HARVEST 

TAGGIIG  LOCAL  CATA  RECENT  CHANGES  AfC  dM^NTS 

FirCINGS  & 

STATE 

OBJECTIVES 

1978  -  1979 

&M3Mr. 

OOrCITIOrS  unctr 

1979  -  1980 

rtnber  How 

Article  II  2(a) 

■Reported 

for  '79  -  '80 

North  Carolina  850  861  DR  VTT.PH  Extensive  research  planned.  State  sold  2,000  non-  NEA 

'78  returnable  tags  at  $5  each,  largely  to  dealers,  but 

cannot  account  for  1139  of  these.  System  provides 
no  assurance  that  pelts  tagged  with  North  Carolina 
tags  were  taken  in  that  state,  and  encourages  their 
use  on  pelts  fnm  other  states. 


North  Dakota  NS  fCR 

Oklahoma  fOl 

Oregon  NS  NDR 

Penn^lvania  P  P 

Rhode  Island  P  P 


South  Carolina 

1000 

NC  ■ 

lR,i«,DR 

Mrr'78 

LS 

Current  season  (fata  inconplete.  ffew  Fur  Bearer 
ffenagement  Section  set  up.  Will  be  carrying  on 
detailed  studies  and  making  nenaganetit 
recomnendations. 

ICR 

South  Dakota 

NS 

rcR 

Tennessee 

1000  IIBX 

684-900 

DR,vr 

VTA' 77 

IH,LS 

Stuc^  carried  out  '72-'73.  Data  turned  in  at 

A 

tagging.  Scent  post  and  telemetry  studies  planned. 

Texas 

NS 

NDR 

Utah 

2DOO-2500 

0 

MrA'79 

'79:  Management  transferred  to  Division  of  Wildlife 

Resources.  Propose  reopening  season  (closed  sincee 
'76);  regulations  being  drafted.  Investigating 
population  assessement  methods.  Estimate  of  minitiun 
population  ('77):  7181  -  8663. 

ICR 

Vermont 

NS 

M]R 

Virginia 

ICXMOO 

321 

lR,m,DR 

MSA' 78 

IH.LS 

Furbearer  program  being  reviewed.  Surveys  and  other 
research  planned. 

A 

Washington 

M 

3,530 

TR,  HS 

MSA'78 

LH,LM,LR  Detailed  studies  in  progress  in  both  eastern  and  western 

A 

parts  of  state. 


Limit  of  two.  Carcass  and  age  studies  in  progress.  A 


"...Not  certain  ...  whether  or  not  a  bobcat  harvest  IDR 

season  will  be  established  for  Wisconsin  in  1979." 

Surveys  in  progress. 

'79:  Game  and  Fish  Department  given  regulatory  IDR 

authority.  Season  reduced  yar-round  to  six  months.  Age 
structure  analysis  suggests  inproving  status  ('77-'78).  * 

Trapper  report  to  be  required.  Extensive  research  A 

oroposed.  Most  f€C  take  incidental  to  cqyote  trapping. 

Trap-ni^ts  per  bobcat  have  increased  since  1971. 


West  Virginia 

630 

588 

TR,i« 

MrA'77 

IH 

Wisconsin 

NS 

223 

TR,H1 

MTA'73 

IH,LS 

Vetting 

MorD  . 

NC 

vr 

mm 

Navajo  Nation 

M,50-200 

126 

ADC,TS,DS 

VTA' 77 

IH 
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RIVER  OTTER 


rtlRVEST 

REPORTED  HWVEST 

TKGIMl 

LOCAL 

teCENT  OiANGES  i  CDMCrTTS 

STATE 

OBJECTIVES 

1978  - 

1979 

DATA  A 

OOfOITIONS  ursc 

1979-1980 

flnber 

Haw 

Reported 

M3MT. 

' 

ARTICLE  II  2(a) 
FOR  '79  -  ‘80 

Alabama 

NS 

882 

VT 

VTA  '78 

Continuing  research  on  otters  in  the  stat:e. 

lOR 

NC 

TR 

Reduced  pelt  price  for  beaver  expected  to  reduce 
otter  harvest. 

Alaska 

rcR 

Arizore 

P 

p 

Arkansas 

California 

600 

P 

NC(est  500) 

IR,  DR 

MTA  ‘77 

LH 

'79  -  '80:  Season  reduced  10  days;  fur  tdcer's 
permit  to  be  required;  dealer  report  mandatory. 

"Reports  fmi  the  public  indicate  ...  population  is 
increasing..."  Age  structure  not  yet  analyzed. 

ICR 

P 

Colorado 

P 

P 

Connecticut 

63-74 

74 

TR 

MTA  '78 

LH 

"During  last  8  years,  observations,  predation 
coiplaints,  and  field  sigi  have  iocreased  [suggesting] 
otters  are  present  in  larger  mrbers  than  thouc^it..." 

A 

Delaware 

NS 

45 

VT 

VTA  '78 

'79;  Trapper  reports  to  be  required,  nav  surveys  of 
trappers  and  dealers  started  to  “gauge  population 
fluctuations." 

A 

Florida 

^6 

2112 

TH,rf< 

MST  ‘78 

LS 

Research  started  on  poixilation  assessirent, 
reproduction,  and  habitat.  Insuffident  data 
available  for  setting  a  harvest  level  objective. 

'79:  Tagging  and  dealer  report  requiraient 
strengthened,  tags  required  for  interstate  shipnent. 

A 

Georgia 

NS 

NDR 

Idaho 

P 

Stucjy  in  progress. 

P 

IllifXHS 


Indiana 


Iowa 

P 

P 

Kansas 

P 

P 

KentucKy 

P 

P 

Louisiana 

le 

9,745 

9,463 

DR 

VT 

VTT'78 

LH 

Age  structure  &  reproduction  data  being  analyzed.  A 

Telemetry  stucjy  planned. 

fbine 

909  nax. 

693 

TR 

KTA'TS 

m,LS, 

m 

Species  plan  updated  regularly.  Studies  being  started  A 

on  mark-recapture  methods  assessment  and  on  relationship 
of  harvest  regulations  and  status. 

Maryland 

300  nax. 

262 

TR 

MIT 

lii,LS 

Major  stuc^  conpleted,  to  be  published  soon.  A 

Massachusetts 

NS 

TER 

M.chigan 

600-700 

730 

TR 

MIA  '40 

LH,m 

Bag  limit  of  one.  Almost  all  taken  incidental  to  A 

beaver  trapping. 
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RIVER  OTTER 


STATE 

— FTOVESl - 

OBJECTIVES 

— mwmnwwEsi — 

1978  -  1979 

lAOiirii  uxA. 

OATAS 

CONDITIONS  urilR 

1979- W80 

Nutber 

Ebw 

Reported 

MXT. 

ARTICLE  II  2(a) 
FOR  ‘79  -  ‘80 

Minnesota 

Mississippi 

750 

NS 

707 

TR 

MTA  '5&-'62,  W,m 
•78 

Season  limit  of  tfree.  Southern  part  of  state 
closed.  Sirv^  methods  being  analyzed. 

A 

NDR 

Missouri 

P 

P 

Mxrtana 

35 

34 

TR 

MTA  '77  m 

Carcass  collection  planned  for  '79-'80.  limited 
survQ^...on  4  major  river  systems  indicates  a 
density  of  one  otter  per  14  kilaneters."  More 
intensive  surv^  planned. 

A 

Nebraska 

P 

P 

Nevada 

P 

P 

New  Haipshire 

NS 

fCR 

New  Jers^ 

P 

P 

New  Mexico 

P 

P 

New  York 

400-500,  or 
650-700 

677 

TR 

MTT  '54  LH,LM 

Harvest  <bta  not  final.  Models  suggest  sli^tly 
increasing  population. 

A 

North  Carolina 

1,125 

1,357 

OR 

VTT,r« 

'78 

Extensive  research  planned.  State  sold  2,000  non- 
returnable  tags  0  each,  largely  to  dealers, 
but  cannot  account  for  643  of  these.  System  not  only 
provides  no  assurance  that  pelts  with  North  Carolina 
tags  were  taken  in  that  state,  but  encourages  their 
use  on  pelts  from  other  states. 

^EA 

North  Dakota 

P 

' 

P 

Oklahoma 

P 

'  P 

Oregon 

NS 

fCR 

Pennsylvania 

P 

P 

Rhode  Island 

P 

25 

TP.,DR 

MSA  '77 

Carcass  analysis  started.  Furbearer  project  to 
start.  No  open  season  '79-80. 

P 

South  Carolina 

South  Dakota 

1000 

P 

NC 

1R,DR 

MTT  '78  IS 

Current  season  cbta  incoiplete.  Nsw  Furbearer 
Managanent  Section  set  up  --  will  be  carrying 
out  detailed  studies  and  making  liBnagement 
recomTEndations. 

ICR 

P 

Tennessee 

P 

P 

Texas 

NS 

- 

MP 

liteVi 

P 

P 

Vermont 

re 

I 

fCR 

Virginia 

500-1000 

813 

TR,DR 

MSA  '72  m. 

LM  Furbearer  programs  being  reviewed.  Surveys 
planned.  Closra  west  of  Blue  Ridge 

A 
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RIVDt  OniR 


STWI 

HWVEST 

OBJECTIVES 

1979-1900 

REP(KTH)  HARVEST 

1978  -  1979 
^  iST" 

Njiter  Reported 

TIV£INS 

UXA. 

MTAS 

MEMT. 

RECENT  OWCES  X  CONCNTS 

FlfCINGS  S 
ooMimoNs  irroi 
fiRJiai  II  2(a) 
FOR  '79  -  '80  ■ 

Washington 

N 

722 

1R 

MSA'TB 

LH.U1 

Eastern  Wash.  closed;other  local  closures  * 

A 

adjustments. 

West  Virginia 

P.X 

P 

Wiscxxsin 

rc 

NC 

NTA  '55 

IH,LM 

Status  study  being  started.  Limit  of  two. 

ICR 

Hyraning 

p 

P 

Navajo  Nation 

X 

X 

BILtmO  CODE 

4310-55-C 
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Lynx 

Only  five  states  have  open  seasons 
for  lynx,  so  their  data  are  summarized 
here  rather  than  in  a  complete  table. 
Information  for  each  state  is  given  in  the 
same  order  as  used  in  the  tables  for 
bobcat  and  river  otter.  As  for  bobcat 
and  river  otter,  the  previous  Federal 
Register  notices  should  be  consulted  for 
further  information  concerning  biology 
and  management. 

The  following  states  protect  lynx, 
although  not  all  have  resident 
populations:  Colorado,  Connecticut, 
Maine,  Michigan,  New  Hampshire,  Utah, 
Vermont,  Wisconsin,  and  Wyoming. 

The  following  states  have  a  limited 
open  season  for  lynx,  tag  all  pelts,  and 
have  other  restrictive  regulations: 

Alaska 
Finding:  NDR. 

Idaho 

Harvest  objective:  NS.  Harvest  (VT): 

3.  VTA  ’78.  Finding:  A. 

Minnesota 

Harvest  objective:  50.  Harvest 
(TR.HR):  28.  MTA  ’77.  Local:  LH,LS. 
Species  is  included  in  surveys  and 
research  conducted  for  bobcat.  Recent 
radiotracking  study.  Normal  cycle  of 
species  suggests  considerable  increase 
expected  within  next  three  years. 
Finding:  A. 

Montana 

Harvest  objective:  35.  Harvest 
(TR.HR):  23.  MTA  ’77.  Local:  LH.LS.  Age 
structure  analysis  in  progress.  Finding: 

A. 

Washington 

Harvest  objective:  NS.  Harvest  (TR): 

6:  (TS):  16.  MSA  ’78.  Local:  IJd.  Finding: 
A. 

ESSA  Proposed  Findings  Under  Article 
112(b) 

The  ESSA  proposes  to  find  that  export 
of  specimens  of  bobcat  and  lynx  will  not 
be  detrimental  to  the  survival  of  other 
species  of  felids  protected  by  the  CITES, 
The  ESSA  proposes  to  find  that  export 
of  specimens  of  river  otter  will  not  be 
detrimental  to  the  survival  of  other 
species  of  otters  protected  by  the  CITES. 

The  ESSA  proposes  to  find  that  export 
of  specimens  of  Alaskan  brown  bear 
will  not  be  detrimental  to  the  survival  of 
other  populations  of  this  species. 

The  ESSA  proposes  to  find  that  export 
of  specimens  of  Alaskan  gray  wolf  will 
not  be  detrimental  to  the  survival  of 
other  populations  of  this  species. 


Conditions:  The  ESSA  proposes  the 
following  conditions  on  these  findings: 

(1)  Bobcat,  lynx,  and  river  otter  pelts 
may  only  be  exported  if  taken  in  states 
approved  under  Article  II  2(a),  subject  to 
the  conditions  described  under  those 
findings,  and  must  be  tagged  according 
to  standards  and  conditions  established 
by  the  MA.  In  1978-79,  the  MA 
considered  the  following  to  be 
necessary  standards  and  conditions: 

Tags  must: 

a.  be  made  of  metal  or  some  other 
permanent  material; 

b.  be  permanently  attached  to  each 
skin,  preferably  by  state  personnel: 

c.  accompany  finished  fur  products  to 
the  port  where  the  tags  will  be  collected 
by  USFWS  officers.  The  tags  are 
necessary  to  show  source  and  tag 
numbers  of  pelts  used  in  the 
manufacture  of  the  product: 

d.  be  applied  within  a  specified  time 
of  taking  that  is  set  by  the  state: 

e.  show  state  of  origin; 

f.  show  year  of  taking; 

g.  show  species:  and 

h.  be  serially  unique, 

A  sample  of  each  type  of  state  tag 
must  be  sent  to  the  Federal  Wildlife 
Permit  office. 

2.  Specimens  of  brown  bear  and  gray 
wolf  may  only  be  exported  if  legally 
taken  in  the  State  of  Alaska  and  must  be 
tagged  according  to  the  regulations  of 
that  state.  A  sample  of  each  type  of  tag 
must  be  sent  to  the  Federal  Wildlife 
Permit  Office. 

Additional  alternative  conditions;  'The 
ESSA  proposes  to  choose  one  of  the 
following  additional  conditions  fur 
export  of  pelts  of  each  of  the  species 
considered  here.  Choice  of  which 
condition  to  apply,  if  any,  will  be  based 
on  additional  information  to  be  received 
and  evaluated  relative  to  the 
international  fur  trade  and  to  harvests  in 
other  countries. 

3.  Either 

(a)  There  will  be  no  restriction  as  to 
which  countries  may  receive  exported 
pelts. 

or 

(b)  Pelts  may  be  exported  only  to 
countries  which  are  Parties  to  the  CFfES 
and  which  have  not  taken  reservations 
for  the  species  in  trade  or  for  species 
which  that  species  was  included  in  the 
appendices  to  protect. 

or 

(c)  Pelts  may  be  exported  only  to 
countries  whose  wildlife  trade  and 
wildlife  trade  regulation  have  been 
reviewed  by  the  ESSA  and  found  to 
provide  assurances  that  contributing  the 
U.S.  pelts  to  their  trade  will  not  be 
detrimental  to  other  species  included  in 
the  appendices. 


or 

(d)  Pelts  may  be  exported  only  to 
countries  which  meet  the  condition  (b) 
or  (c)  above. 

Grounds  for  the  Proposed  Finding 
Under  Article  II  2(b). 

General  discussion. 

As  discussed  in  the  guidelines  above, 
and  in  the  Federal  Register  of  April  30, 
1979  (44  FR  25383),  the  two  primary 
issues  to  be  dealt  with  here  involve 
identification  and  possible  stimulation 
of  trade  in  similar  species. 

A  fundamental  presumption  of  all 
findings  of  the  ESSA  must  be  that  the 
provisions  of  the  CITES  are  being 
implemented  and  enforced  effectively. 

To  the  degree  that  the  ESSA  can  place 
confidence  in  the  system  provided  for 
controlling  trade,  we  can  be 
correspondingly  satisfied  that  existing 
procedures  are  adequate  to  ensure  that 
specimens  of  one  species  will  not  be 
confused,  intentionally  or 
unintentionally,  with  specimens  of  other 
species. 

Tagging  of  pelts  helps  provide 
assurance  that  specimens  will  be 
identified  properly.  Without  tags,  pelts 
would  only  be  identified  by  paper 
documentation  accompanying  entire 
shipments.  For  such  shipments,  there 
would  be  many  opportunities  for 
confusing  the  identity  of  individual 
specimens.  As  most  states  already  tag 
harvested  pelts  of  these  species,  this 
condition  would  not  result  in  significant 
additional  burdens  to  state  game 
agencies  nor  to  the  industry.  For  these 
reasons,  and  because  tagging  is  useful 
as  a  vehicle  for  facilitating  research,  we 
believe  this  condition  is  very 
appropriate. 

We  have  noted  above  the  tagging 
procedures  for  the  involved  states,  and 
anticipate  that  those,  together  with 
federal  requirements,  will  be  significant 
vehicles  for  carrying  out  the  relevant 
responsibilities  of  the  ESSA  pursuant  to 
Article  IV  2(b).  We  expect  the 
Management  Authority  to  take  care  in 
ensuring  that  the  standards  and 
conditions  for  tagging  are  fulfilled, 
particularly  because  certain  populations 
of  these  species  are  protected  or  may  be 
threatened,  and  we  know  of  no 
unequivocal  way  to  distinguish  between 
at  least  some  specimens  of  these  species 
taken  from  different  parts  of  their 
distributions. 

Beyond  tagging,  other  conditions 
might  be  appropriate  to  better  ensure 
adequate  identification  (see  44  FR  25383. 
April  30, 1979).  For  example,  even  small 
pieces  of  pelts  could  be  identified  by 
marking  the  entire  reverse  side  of  the 
pelt  with  identifying  symbols.  This 
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procedure  was  proposed  by  the  U.S. 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  with  respect 
to  domestic  trade  controls  for  American 
alligators  (43  FR  45513,  October  2, 1978, 
proposed  amendment  12  of  §  17.42)  and 
subsequently  complemented  by  the 
ESSA  with  respect  to  our  proposed 
findings  under  Article  II  2(b)  for  this 
species  relative  to  international  trade 
(44  FR  31583,  May  31, 1979).  This 
procedure  has  been  used  to  identify 
pelts  of  for  seals  in  trade.  Applying  this 
condition  on  one  or  more  of  these 
species,  such  as  the  river  otter,  could 
significantly  reduce  problems  of 
identification;  however,  it  is  the 
judgment  of  the  ESSA  that  available  ^ 
information  concerning  possible  abuse 
of  the  trade  in  these  species  is 
insufficient  to  warrant  this  condition. 

It  has  been  suggested  (see  44  FR 
25383,  April  30, 1979)  that  trade  in  these 
species  should  be  restricted  to  countries 
which  are  parties  to  the  CITES  and 
which  recognize  the  inclusion  of  these 
and  related  species  in  the  appendices. 
Such  an  approach  has  been  proposed  for 
export  of  American  alligator  (44  FR 
31583,  May  31, 1979).  In  that  case,  a 
substantial  proportion  of  the  trade  in 
other  crocodilians,  including  several  on 
Appendix  I,  is  known  to  involve 
countries  which  either  are  not  parties  to 
CITES  or  which  have  taken  specific 
reservations  to  Appendix  I  crocodilians. 
Trade  in  crocodilians  is  known  to  have 
been  detrimental  to  several  species,  and 
it  still  occurs  in  volume  for  several  that 
are  endangerd.  In  addition,  the  potential 
for  confusing  crocodilian  products  is 
great,  particularly  where  small  pieces 
are  involved. 

The  present  five  furbearers  present 
different  cases.  At  present,  most  of  the 
trade  in  these  species  is  already  with 
CITES  Parties,  and  none  of  the  major 
importing  countries  have  taken 
reservations  on  these  or  related  species. 
(Two  exporting  countries  have  taken 
such  reservations:  USSR  for  European 
otter  and  lynx,  and  Canada  for  brown 
bear.)  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
records  indicate  that  the  U.S.  exported 
bobcat,  lynx,  or  river  otter  in  1978  to  13 
different  countries,  six  of  which  are 
CITES  Parties,  and  seven  of  which  are 
not.  The  CITES  countries  received  85% 
of  the  exported  pelts  of  these  species, 
while  7%  went  to  non-CITES  countries, 
and  unidentiHed  countries  received  8%. 
All  known  exports  of  brown  bear  and 
wolf  went  to  CITES  Parties.  In  contrast 
to  crocodilians,  evidence  is  much  less 
clear  that  currently  there  is  extensive 
potentially  detrimental  trade  in  the 
species  most  likely  to  be  confused  with 
the  present  ones.  On  the  other  hand,  for 
some  of  these  related  species,  even  low 


levels  of  trade  might  prove  detrimental, 
and  without  adequate  controls  on  trade 
by  other  countries  it  may  be  unwise  to 
contribute  further  to  such  trade. 

One  suggestion  for  ensuring  the 
adequacy  of  such  controls  has  been  a 
possible  limitation  of  exports  of  one  or 
more  of  these  species  to  CITES  Parties 
without  reservations  for  either  the 
species  in  question  or  the  ones  to  be 
protected.  Such  countries  have  at  least 
acknowledged  formally  a  commitment 
to  properly  controlled  trade,  and  are 
subject  to  review  of  their  performance 
by  the  Secretariat  and  the  other  Parties. 

It  has  also  been  argued  that  such 
ratification  does  not  guarantee  that 
control  mechanisms  are  actually 
effective,  that  there  may  be  countries 
whose  controls  work  well  independent 
of  their  status  relative  to  the  CITES,  and 
that  review  of  such  countries  might 
prove  a  better  guarantee  than  CITES 
ratification.  A  combination  of  these 
approaches  could  provide  support  for 
CITES  controls,  as  well  as  allowing 
recognition  of  effective  controls  that 
.  may  exist  independent  of  them.  The 
ESSA  is  still  seeking  further  data  on 
trade  and  trade  controls  which  may 
prove  helpful  in  resolving  these 
questions,  and  consequently  is 
proposing  possible  alternative 
conditions  on  exports  for  these  species. 
As  detailed  below,  the  situation  for  each 
of  these  species  is  somewhat  different,' 
both  as  to  the  nature  of  trade,  other 
species  threatened,  and  similarity  to 
other  species.  Consequently,  the  ESSA 
may  find  it  appropriate  to  decide  on 
different  conditions  for  each  species. 
Further  analysis  may  demonstrate  it 
unnecessary  to  restrict  the  countries  to 
which  we  export,  or  it  may  demonstrate 
a  need  for  one  of  the  other  three 
alternatives. 

The  species  discussions  below  also 
address  the  question  of  stimulation  of 
trade  in  other  protected  populations  or 
species.  A  detailed  study  of  this 
question  would  require  considerably 
more  data  than  are  presently  available. 
Comparison  of  relative  volumes  in  trade, 
and  of  those  being  harvested  elsewhere, 
however,  are  relevant  to  this  question  as 
well  as  to  the  preceding  one. 

Bobcat  and  Lynx. 

These  species  are  treated  together 
here  because  of  their  similarity  to  each 
other.  In  fact,  large  light-colored 
bobcats,  especially  those  of  the 
subspecies  lynx  rufus  pallescens,  are 
called  “lynx  cats"  in  the  trade.  The  most 
likely  confusion  would  be  with  other 
populations  of  the  same  species,  as  well 
as  the  European  lynx.  Lynx  lynx,  in 
which  some  authorities  include  Lynx 


candensis  as  a  subspecies.  The  bobcat 
occurs  primarily  in  the  U.S..  with 
populations  extending  into  Canada  and 
Mexico.  As  detailed  above,  export  of 
these  species  is  only  allowed  for  pelts 
appropriately  tagged  by  the  state  of 
origin,  which  can  serve  to  identify  any 
U.S.-exported  skins  of  these  species.  In 
the  last  seven  months  of  calender  1977, 
the  U.S.  Management  Authority  reported 
a  combined  total  export  of  these  species 
of  14,254  pelts  and  136  coats.  Of  these 
only  236  skins  (2%)  and  seven  coats 
went  to  countries  not  presently  parties 
to  CITES.  An  additional  1,302  skins  (9%) 
and  24  coats  were  exported  to 
unspecified  countries,  but  we  have  no 
indication  that  these  exports  went  to  a 
larger  proportion  of  non-CITES 
countries  than  did  the  known  exports. 
More  complete  figures  for  all  of  calender 
1978  indicate  that  of  a  combined  total  of 
25,531  pelts,  21,501  (84%)  went  to  CITES 
Parties,  1,587  (6%)  to  non-CITES 
countries,  and  2,443  (10%)  to  unidentified 
countries.  Included  in  these  figures  are 
1,731  lynx,  of  which  65%  went  to  CITES 
Parties  and  35%  to  non-CITES,  but  it  is 
unclear  whether  that  difference 
represents  a  long-term  trend  or  the 
result  of  a  small  number  of  shipments. 
(Of  609  lynx  exported  to  non-CITES 
countries,  480  were  in  a  single  shipment 
to  Japan.)  Thus,  market  conditions  for 
these  species  generally  provide  for  the 
majority  of  these  pelts  being  shipped  to 
CITES  Parties.  (For  1978,  we  have  a  total 
combined  figure  of  34,892  from  the  MA 
for  the  period  Oct.  1, 1978  to  May  31, 
1979,  which  represents  a  partial  fiscal 
year,  and  do  not  have  reports  by  country 
yet.  The  apparently  increasing  numbers 
probably  suggest  improving  compliance 
and  reporting  but  may  actually 
represent  a  larger  proportion  or  number 
exported.) 

The  lynx  is  the  more  valuable  of  these 
two  species,  so  there  would  be  greater 
financial  incentive  to  misidentify  the 
more  plentiful  bobcat  as  lynx  at  the 
sales  point.  U.S.  harvest  of  lynx  is  only  a 
small  part  of  the  world  market  in  that 
species.  Between  1970  and  1977,  U.S., 
harvest  of  this  cyclic  species  varied 
from  about  1,600  to  10,000  pelts,  while 
Canada  took  from  13,000  to  over  53,000 
(Deems  and  Pursley,  1978,  North 
American  Furbearers:  Report  of  Fur 
Resources  Committee,  International 
Association  of  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Agencies).  Canadian  Custom  statistics 
for  1973-77  report  most  of  these  lynx 
exported:  of  those,  between  11,000  and 
21,000  have  been  exported  annually  to 
the  U.S.  Presumably  many  of  these  are 
re-exported  from  the  U.S.,  but  we  do  not 
have  data  reflecting  such  re-exports.  In 
addition  the  USSR  is  known  to  harvest 
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large  numbers  of  closely  related  Lynx 
lynx,  although  we  do  not  have  reliable 
statistics.  The  most  likely  populations  of 
Lynx  lynx  which  would  be  potentially 
threatened  by  exports  of  American  cats 
could  be  those  of  Europe.  Our  best 
information  is  that  most  of  these 
populations  are  closely  regulated,  with 
little  poaching  for  the  pelt  trade. 

There  are  other  spotted  cats  with 
coats  similar  to  bobcat  and  lynx,  but 
few  of  these  are  in  trade.  Most  spotted 
cats  in  trade,  especially  the  more 
valuable  ones,  can  be  fairly  readily 
identified  based  on  color,  spotting 
pattern,  hair  length,  and,  in  some  cases, 
size. 

River  Otter 

The  pelt  of  this  species  is  one  of  the 
most  difficult  to  distinguish  from  that  of 
similar  species.  It  has  been  widely 
reported  that  even  experts  have 
difficulty  in  identifying  pelts  of  different 
Lutra  species,  especially  if  the  nose  and 
feet  are  removed  from  the  pelt,  as  is 
commonly  done.  Trade  has  frequently 
been  cited  as  an  important  factor  in  the 
decline  of  otter  species,  especially  those 
from  South  America  (e.g.,  Goodwin  and 
Holloway,  1972,  lUCN  Red  Data  Book, 
Vol.  1,  Mammalia).  On  the  other  hand, 
we  have  been  unable  to  obtain 
quantitative  data  on  this  point  to  suggest 
its  nature  and  extent;  nor  do  we  have 
any  indications  of  the  extent  that 
labelling  as  North  American  river  otter 
may  be  used  to  facilitate  such  trade. 

As  for  the  lynx,  the  U.S.  is  not  the 
only  contributor  to  otter  trade.  Canada, 
1970-77,  has  had  an  average  annual 
harvest  between  15,000  and  20,000 
(Deems  and  Pursley,  1978).  ’fhis  is 
comparable  to  the  U.S.  harvest  until 
about  1976,  but  has  consistently  had 
higher  average  pelt  values.  On  the  other 
hand.  Canadian  Customs  only  reports 
total  exports  of  this  species  form  1973- 
77  at  1,200  to  9,200.  We  do  not  have 
statistics  available  for  the  Soviet  Union, 
but  understand  that  country  may  have  a 
considerable  harvest  of  the  closely 
related  Lutra  lutra,  to  which  they  have 
taken  a  reservation  under  the  CITES. 

The  U.S.  Management  Authority 
reported  exports  of  Lutra  canadensis  in 
the  last  seven  months  of  calender  1977 
totalling  3,019  skins  and  two  coats.  Of 
those,  681  skins  (23%)  went  to  non- 
CITES  parties  (Austria  and  Italy),  and 
1,119  (37%)  went  to  unknown 
destinations.  In  calender  1978.  of  11,139 
total  exports  of  pelts.  9,628  (86%)  went  to 
CITES  Parties,  901  (8%)  to  non-CITES, 
and  610  (5%)  to  unidentified  countries. 
Again,  the  majority  of  exports  appear  to 
go  to  CITES  parties.  (As  for  the  previous 
species,  the  MA  has  given  us  a 


preliminary  figure  of  9,555  exported 
between  Oct.  1, 1978  and  May  31, 1979, 
but  reports  by  country  are  not  yet 
available.) 

Tagging  systems  for  otters  taken  in 
most  states  of  the  U.S.  have  been 
established  for  longer  than  those  for 
bobcat  and  lynx,  and  their  reliability  is 
somewhat  higher.  Given  this  fact  and 
the  volume  of  other  otters  legitimately  in 
trade,  the  ESSA  is  undecided  as  to 
whether  it  should  restrict  exports  to 
certain  countries.  It  should  be  made 
clear,  however,  that  identification 
problems  make  this  the  most  difficult  to 
distinguish  of  the  five  species 
considered  here,  and  the  ESSA  is 
seeking  and  will  examine  closely  any 
data  it  may  be  provided  which  is 
relevant  to  this  problem. 

Brown  Bear  From  Alaska. 

This  species  provides  a  strong 
contrast  to  the  other  species  being 
considered  here.  Alaskan  law  prohibits 
commercial  sale  of  pelts,  and  very 
restrictive  laws  on  taking  make  such  use 
even  less  likely.  As  a  result  almost  all 
amimals  taken  become  trophies.  Export 
of  such  specimens  is  almost  exclusively 
by  hunters  from  the  Federal  Republic  of 
Germany,  a  Convention  party  whose 
hunters  have  gone  to  considerable  time 
and  expense  to  secure  those  trophies. 
Unlike  the  conunercial  fur  trade,  where 
large  volumes  of  pelts  may  pass  through 
a  series  of  hands,  accounting  of  these 
trophies  is  particularly  close.  Alaska 
requires  licenses  both  of  the  hunter  and 
his  resident  guide,  registration  of  the 
animal  taken,  and  notification  of  any 
shipment.  Generally,  the  hide  goes  from 
the  hunter  or  guide  to  a  taxidermist  and 
is  then  shipped  directly  to  the  original 
hunter  at  his  residence.  In  spite  of  these 
controls,  there  is  some  potential  for 
abuse.  Four  populations  of  Ursus  arctos 
are  included  in  Appendix  I:  The 
Mexican  grizzly,  the  Italian  population 
of  brown  bears,  and  two  Asian 
subspecies.  We  know  little  about  the 
status  of  the  Asian  subspecies,  but  the 
Mexican  population  is  considered  close 
to  extinction  if  not  already  so,  and  the 
Italian  population  is  probably  ten  or 
fewer  individuals  (Roth,  1974,  Bears — 
Their  Biology  and  Management,  3rd  Int. 
Conf.,  lUCN).  Any  harvest  from  those 
populations  would  be  severely 
threatening. 

There  is  evidence  of  only  limited 
commercial  trade  in  this  species.  For 
example,  the  U.S.S.R.  estimates  a 
population  of  70-100,000  brown  bears, 
and  an  annual  harvest  of  five  to  six 
thousand,  of  which  only  five  to  fifteen 
percent  enter  into  commercial  use 
(Vereschagin,  1974,  in  Bears,  Their 


Biology  and  Management,  Third  Int. 

Conf.,  lUCN). 

Gray  Wolf  From  Alaska 

Although  Alaska’s  control  over  gray 
wolf  is  less  restrictive  than  that  over 
brown  bear,  it  does  require  close 
accounting  of  all  pelts  taken  through  a 
tagging  and  registration  system,  and 
also  requires  reports  and  marking  of  all 
hides  shipped.  In  recent  years  the 
harvest  has  averaged  1,130  per  year, 
with  a  range  from  970  to  1,335.  The  MA 
reports  only  one  pelt  and  3  live  animals 
exported  in  1978,  although  actual 
exports  may  exceed  these  figures.  We 
are  aware  that  a  significant  but 
unknown  number  are  used  within  the 
U.S.  for  domestic  purposes. 

Pelts  of  wolves  from  different  areas 
may  be  difficult  to  distinguish,  and  there 
are  certainly  other  wolf  populations 
more  threatened  than  Alaska’s.  On  the 
other  hand,  restriction  of  Alaskan  wolf 
exports  may  not  significantly  benefit 
other  wolf  populations.  Canada’s  wolf 
harvest  has  recently  been  about  5-6,000 
per  year  (Deems  and  Pursley,  1974),  and 
the  Soviet  Union  is  known  to  take  large 
numbers  of  wolves  (8,800  in  1963) 
although  not  all  of  these  enter  commerce 
(Mech,  1970,  The  Wolf;  and  pers. 
comm.).  There  is  no  indication  that  this 
harvest  is  detrimental  to  these 
populations.  Coyote  fur  [Canis  latrans) 
is  frequently  substituted  for  wolf  fur  in 
garments,  and  that  spiecies  is  not  in  any 
danger  of  extinction.  In  1976-77  the  U.S. 
harvested  over  320,000  coyotes  (Deems 
and  Pursley,  1978).  Because  coyote  fur  is 
less  expensive  and  more  readily 
available,  as  well  as  difficult  to 
distinguish,  it  is  frequently  sold  under 
trade  names  suggesting  a  kind  of  wolf. 
Canadian  Customs  report  the  export  of 
“wolf,  including  coyote,"  and  from  1973- 
1977  that  country  exported  from  47,000 
to  74,000  pelts  of  this  combined 
category,  of  which  8,000  to  20,000  went 
to  the  U.S. 

Proposed  Regulations  Promulgation 

Accordingly,  it  is  hereby  proposed  to 
amend  Part  810,  Chapter  VIII,  Title  50  of 
the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations.  The 
current  unlettered  “Annex"  to  Part  810 
would  be  deleted.  Annex  C,  D,  E,  F,  and 
G  would  be  added  and  are  proposed  to 
read  as  follows  (findings  prior  to  1979- 
80  are  adopted  from  previous 
determinations); 

Annex  C — Bobcat  [Lynx  rufus) 

States  for  which  the  ESSA  has  found 
that  export  of  the  indicated  season's 
harvest  will  not  be  detrimental  to  the 
survival  of  the  species. 
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1977- 78  Harvest:  Alabama  (Quota 
4.000).  Arizona  (Q  8.000).  Arkansas  (Q 
3.000).  California  (Q  6.000).  Colorado  (Q 
4.000).  Florida  (Q  3.500).  Georgia  (Q 
4.000).  Idaho  (Q  1.475).  Louisiana  (Q 
4.000).  Maine  (Q  500).  Massachusetts  (Q 
50).  Michigan  (Q  350).  Minnesota  (Q 
150).  Mississippi  (Q  4.000).  Montana  (Q 
1.070).  Nebraska  (Q  400).  Nevada  (Q 
2.225),  New  Mexico  (Q  6.000).  New  York 
(Q  225).  North  Carolina  (Q  800).  North 
Dakota  (Q  165).  Oregon  (Q  3.000).  South 
Dakota  (Q  500).  Tennessee  (Q  1.000). 
Texas  (Q  10.000).  Vermont  (Q  200). 
Virginia  (Q  1,500).  Washington  (Q  6,000), 
West  Virginia  (Q  500),  Wisconsin  (Q 
300).  W'yoming  (Q  2.000),  Navajo  Nation 
(Q  500). 

For  further  information:  See  42  FR 
43729.  August  30. 1977;  43  FR  11081, 
March  16. 1978;  and  43  FR  29469.  July  7, 
1978. 

1978- 1979  Harvest:  Alabama.  Arizona, 
Arkansas,  California,  Colorado.  Florida, 
Georgia,  Idaho,  Kansas,  Louisiana. 
Maine,  Massachusetts,  Michigan, 
Minnesota,  Mississippi,  Montana, 
Nebraska,  Nevada,  New  Mexico  (Q 
6,000).  New  York,  Nor^th  Carolina.  North 
Dakota,  Oklahoma,  Oregon,  South 
Carolina,  South  Dakota,  Tennessee, 
Texas,  Vermont.  Virginia,  Washington. 
West  Virginia,  Wisconsin,  Wyoming  (Q 
2,000),  and  the  Navajo  Nation. 

Condition  on  Findings:  Pelts  must  be 
clearly  identified  as  to  state  of  origin 
and  season  of  taking. 

For  further  information:  See  43  FR 
11096.  March  16. 1978;  43  FR  13913.  April 
3. 1978;  43  FR  15097,  April  10. 1978:  43  FR 
29469,  July  7. 1978;  43  FR  35013,  August 
7. 1978:  43  FR  36293,  August  16. 1978;  and 
43  FR  39305.  September  1, 1978. 

States  for  which  the  ESSA  has  found 
that  export  of  the  indicated  season's 
harvest  will  not  be  detrimental  to  the 
survival  of  the  species  and  to  the 
survival  of  similar  felid  species  included 
in  the  CITES  appendices. 

1979- 1980  Harvest:  California,  Florida, 
Louisana,  Maine,  Michigan,  Minnesota, 
Montana,  Nebraska,  Nevada,  New  York, 
Tennessee,  Virginia.  Washington.  West 
Virginia,  Navajo  Nation. 

Conditions  on  findings:  Pelts  must  be 
clearly  identified  as  to  state  of  origin 
and  season  of  taking,  including  tagging 
according  to  standards  and  conditions 
established  by  the  MA.  (Additional 
condition  will  be  chosen  from 
alternative  3(a)  to  (d)  of  proposed 
finding  under  Article  II  2(b).) 

For  further  information:  See  44  FR 
25383,  April  30, 1979;  44  FR  31583,  May 

31, 1979  (citations  to  subsequent 
Federal  Register  documents  will  be 
provided  at  a  later  date). 


Annex  D — River  Otter  [Lutra 
canadensis] 

States  for  which  the  ESSA  has  found 
that  export  of  the  indicated  season’s 
harvest  will  not  be  detrimental  to  the 
survival  of  the  species. 

1977- 1978  Harvest:  Alabama  (Quota 
1,500),  Alaska  (open),  Arkansas  (Q  400), 
Connecticut  (Q  100),  Delaware  (Q  60), 
Florida  (Q  6,000),  Georgia  (Q  4,000), 
Louisiana  (Q  7,500),  Maine  (Q  600), 
Maryland  (Q  165),  Massachusetts  (Q  68), 
Michigan  (Q  810),  Minnesota  (Q  700), 
Mississippi  (Q  350),  Montana  (Q  36), 

New  Hampshire  (Q  200),  New  York  (Q 
700),  North  Carolina  (Q  1,200),  Oregon 
(Q  335),  Rhode  Island  (Q  15),  South 
Carolina  (Q  650),  Vermont  (Q  50), 

Virginia  (Q  585),  Washington  (Q  770), 
Wisconsin  (Q  1,200). 

For  further  information:  See  42  FR 
43729,  August  30, 1977;  43  FR  11081, 
March  16, 1978;  and  43  FR  29469.  July  7, 
1978. 

1978- 1979  Harvest:  Alabama,  Alaska, 
Arkansas,  Connecticut,  Delaware, 
Florida,  Georgia,  Louisiana,  Maine, 
Maryland,  Massachusetts,  Michigan, 
Minnesota,  Mississippi,  Montana,  New 
Hampshire,  New  York,  North  Carolina, 
Oregon.  Rhode  Island,  South  Carolina, 
Vermont,  Virginia,  Washington. 
Wisconsin, 

Condition  on  Findings:  Pelts  must  be 
clearly  identified  as  to  state  of  origin 
and  season  of  taking. 

For  further  information:  See  43  FR 
11096,  March  16. 1978;  43  FR  13913,  April 
3, 1978;  43  FR  15097,  April  10. 1978:  43  FR 
29469,  July  7. 1978;  43  FR  35013,  August 
7. 1978:  43  FR  36293.  August  16, 1978;  and 
43  FR  39305.  September  1. 1978. 

States  for  which  the  ESSA  has  found 
that  export  of  the  indicated  season’s 
harvest  will  not  be  detrimental  to  the 
survival  of  the  species  and  to  the 
survival  of  similar  otter  species  included 
in  the  CITES  appendices. 

1979- 1980  Harvest:  Connecticut, 
Delaware,  Florida,  Louisiana.  Maine, 
Maryland,  Michigan,  Minnesota, 
Montana,  New  York,  Virginia, 
Washington. 

Conditions  on  findings:  Pelts  must  be 
clearly  identified  as  to  state  of  origin 
and  season  of  taking,  including  tagging 
according  to  standards  and  conditions 
established  by  the  MA.  (Additional 
condition  will  be  chosen  from 
alternative  3(a)  to  (d)  of  proposed 
finding  under  Article  II  2(b).) 

For  further  information:  See  44  FR 
25383,  April  30. 1979;  44  FR  31583,  May 

31, 1979  (citations  to  subsequent  Federal 
Register  documents  will  be  provided  at  a 
later  date). 


Annex  E — Lynx  (Lynx  canadensis) 

States  for  which  the  ESSA  has  found 
that  export  of  the  indicated  season’s 
harvest  will  not  be  detrimental  to  the 
survival  of  the  species. 

1977-1978  Harvest:  Alaska  (open), 
Idaho  (Quota  25),  Minnesota  (Q  25), 
Montana  (Q  200),  Washington  (Q  35). 

Condition  on  Findings:  Pelts  must 
clearly  be  identified  as  to  state  of  origin 
and  season  of  taking. 

For  further  information:  See  43  FR 
11096,  March  16, 1978;  43  FR  13913.  April 
3. 1978:  43  FR  15097,  April  10. 1978;  43  FR 
29469,  July  7, 1978;  43  FR  35013,  August 
7, 1978:  43  FR  36293,  August  16. 1978;  and 
43  FR  39305,  September  1, 1978. 

States  for  which  the  ESSA  has  found 
that  export  of  the  indicated  season’s 
harvest  will  not  be  detrimental  to  the 
survival  of  the  species  and  to  the 
survival  of  similar  felid  species  included 
in  the  CITES  appendices. 

1979-1980  Harvest:  Idaho,  Minnesota, 
Montana,  Washington, 

Condition  on  Findings:  Pelts  must  be 
clearly  identified  as  to  state  of  origin 
and  state  of  taking,  including  tagging 
according  to  standards  and  conditions 
established  by  the  MA.  (Additional 
condition  will  be  Chosen  from 
alternative  3(a)  to  (d)  of  proposed 
finding  under  Article  II  2(b).) 

For  further  information:  See  44  FR 
25383,  April  30. 1979:  44  FR  31583,  May 

31, 1979  (citations  to  subsequent  Federal 
Register  documents  will  be  provided  at  a 
later  date). 

Annex  F — Gray  wolf  (Canis  lupus) 

State  for  which  the  ESSA  has  found 
that  export  of  the  indicated  season’s 
harvest  will  not  be  detrimental  to  the 
survival  of  Alaskan  gray  wolf. 

1977- 78  Harvest:  Alaska. 

Condition  on  findings:  Pelts  must  be 

tagged  as  required  by  the  state  of 
Alaska. 

1978- 79  Harvest:  Alaska. 

Condition  on  findings:  Pelts  must  be 

tagged  as  required  by  the  state  of 
Alaska. 

Slate  for  which  the  ESSA  has  found 
that  export  of  the  indicated  season’s 
harvest  will  not  be  detrimental  to  the 
survival  of  other  wolf  populations. 

1979- 80  Harvest:  Alaska. 

Condition  on  findings:  Pelts  must  be 

tagged  as  required  by  the  state  of 
Alaska.  (Additional  condition  will  be 
chosen  from  alternative  3  (a)  to  (d)  of 
proposed  finding  under  Article  II  2(b).) 

For  further  information:  See  44  FR 
25383,  April  30, 1979;  44  FR  31583,  May 

31, 1979  (citations  to  subsequent  Federal 
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Register  documents  will  be  provided  at  a 
later  date). 

Annex  G — Brown  l:\ear  (Ursus  arctos) 

States  for  which  the  ESSA  has  found 
that  export  of  the  indicated  season’s 
harvest  will  not  be  detrimental  to  the 
survival  of  Alaskan  brown  bear. 

1977- 78  Harvest:  Alaska. 

Condition  on  findings:  Pelts  must  be 

tagged  as  required  by  the  state  of 
Alaska. 

1978- 79  Harvest:  Alaska. 

Condition  on  findings:  Pelts  must  be 

tagged  as  required  by  the  state  of 
Alaska. 

State  for  which  the  ESSA  has  found 
that  export  of  the  indicated  season's 
harvest  will  not  be  detrimental  to  the 
survival  of  other  brown  bear 
populations. 

1979- 80  Harvest:  Alaska. 

Condition  on  findings:  Pelts  must  be 

tagged  as  required  by  the  state  of 
Alaska.  (Additional  condition  will  be 
chosen  from  alternative  3  (a)  to  (d)  of 
proposed  finding  under  Article  II  2(b).) 

For  further  information:  See  44  FR 
25383,  April  30, 1979;  44  FR  31583,  May 
31, 1979  (citations  to  subsequent  Federal 
Register  documents  will  be  provided  at  a 
later  date). 

Publication  of  these  proposed  findings 
has  been  approved  by  the  members  of 
the  Endangered  Species  Scientific 
Authority. 

Dated:  July  6, 1979. 

William  Y.  Brown, 

Executive  Secretary. 
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